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trouvera encore d’autres sujets d’intCrCt que nous n’avons pu signaler. Avec nous 
il apprCciera la valeur de l’ouvrage, et il saura gr6 au Dr. J. P. Hogendijk de toute 
la peine qu’il s’y est donde, notamment dans I’utilisation d’une masse impres- 
sionnante de documents difficiles B compulser. 
Coloured Quadrangles, A Guide to the Tenth Book of Euclid’s Elemenrs. By 
C. M. Taisbak. Copenhagen (Museum Tusculanum Press). 1982.78 pp. Opus- 
cula Graeco-Latina (Supplementa Musei Tusculani), Vol. 24. 45 Dkr. 
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ATEilMETPHTOS MHAEIC EIXITR sive 
Arithmeticians Keep Out: Colors, Quadrangles, and Book X 
of the Elements 
History is from lhe .stwt nolhing other t/urn the 
uittrl movi~ment of t/w coi~xistim~e trnd the inter- 
weming of ori~incrlfortncrti[)n.~ id .sedimentuticms 
of mecining.-EDMUND HUSSERL 
For those of us already convinced of the purely geometric character of Book X, 
Taisbak’s little book is welcome but supererogatory fare; for the uncommitted, it 
may prove itself very helpful in displaying what Book X is all about. For the 
algebraically minded reader who may be familiar with the standard treatment of 
Book X in the secondary literature (by Heath and van der Waerden, e.g.), how- 
ever, Taisbak’s lucid and charming effort is probably wasted energy. Since Tais- 
bak basically restates Euclid in the language of “colors,” which is neutral with 
respect to the ongoing debate on the nature of Greek mathematics, and leaves the 
original features of the Book untouched, it is, I think, mere hubris to expect those 
who grasp the meaning of Book X as a disguised algebraic classification of irratio- 
nals to desert their camp en masse. As my father puts it for similar cases (and I am 
translating from the Yiddish): “Either it won’t help or it’s unneeded.” 
Taisbak’s “color” vocabulary is a means of sticking to the Greek terms 
rhp~os, m&w, and cilogos, performing, as it were, a sui generis “translation” 
which does not betray the original meanings and does not force him to step out 
of the Euclidean geometrical universe of discourse, a mere labeling, so to speak, 
according to which the above terms are designated, respectively, as red, amber, 
and obscure. By means of these designations and a systematic restructuring of the 
Book, Taisbak simplifies the development of Euclid’s ideas and presents them 
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with grace, elegance, transparency, and economy. For example, his Theorems 
220 and 221 are intelligible and brief presentations of Propositions X, 54-6.5 and 
91-102 (cf. pp. 39-43). 
Cofoured Quadrangles is meant to be a guide to Book X “for those who may 
have lost faith in the commentaries by . . . Heath . . . that they may partake in 
the growing debate about the nature of Greek (and pre-Greek) mathematics” ( p. 
77). Its final conclusion is that “the subject of the X’th book is a very limited one, 
that the reasonings are simple and straightforward manipulations with quadran- 
gles in the idiom of commensurability, and that any association with theories of 
equations is ex post fucto modernism” (ibid.). On the road to this conclusion, 
Taisbak shows convincingly how the main contents of Book X represent a com- 
plete classification of “sums-of-two-reds” (binomials) and apotomes, each of 
these two types having previously been shown to be ohscrr~e. This classification, 
to repeat, is achieved by and expressed through geometrical manipulations and 
reasonings. According to Taisbak, then, Book X is a logical game, to a large 
extent inconsequential mathematically [I], “a cul-de-sac in mathematics, even 
though . . . it is a fascinating, nay haunting, piece of literature. . . .” (p. 27) 121. 
It achieves with panache what it sets out to do, displaying “some features in 
common with drama and oral poetry: it is remarkably divided into sequences 
(‘acts’ as it were) of similar propositions and similar arguments, able to be learnt by 
heart even if dimly understood [?I; and kept apart by ‘choral songs’: lemmata or 
preliminary theorems, which are not always necessary nor in their proper system- 
atic place, as if they were meant primarily to separate the ‘acts’ ” (p. 66). 
Since Book X is a book of geometry, and Greek geometry at that, to which both 
measuring and the concept of real number are foreign [3], arithmetico-algebraic 
interpretations of it are bound to be distorting. This Taisbak shows brilliantly in 
what he calls an “unauthorized arithmetical interpretation” (pp. 66-69) [4], 
where he concludes: 
Authorized or not, an arithmetical version is, at best, unsatisfactory; the theme is likely to 
barter its fascinating geometric charm and clearness against some uninteresting absurdities if 
it be conceived. not to say: “proved” as arithmetic. . We are tempted to adopt Plato’s 
inscription on his door: AGEBMETRETOS MEDEB EISITG, which is normally rendered 
“let no one enter who does not know geometry.” But who can tell that he did not mean to say 
Arithmeticians Keep Out. [p. 691 
There is no doubt that this is a wonderfully witty, premeditatedly nonpolemical, 
understated, civilized, accommodating, and important little book, whose author 
knows well both his Greek and his mathematics and whose feet are firmly an- 
chored in the historical soil [5]. As such it deserves that its few drawbacks and 
misstatements be carefully considered and accurately pointed out: Taisbak’s 
treatment differs from Euclid’s in making amber rectangles nonobscure. The 
repeated assertions that Greek mathematicians covered up, or hid somehow mali- 
ciously, their line of thought (adopting van der Waerden’s stance) are unnecessary 
and shaky at best. Some of Taisbak’s variant proofs are not perspicuous enough 
and require appeal to the Euclidean original (cf., e.g., Theorem 222 on p. 43 and 
Thereom 235 on p. 57). Furthermore, some readers, unwilling to delve back into 
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Taisbak’s text, or, better still, Euclid’s, will almost necessarily use Taisbak’s 
variant proofs, some of which lend themselves to this, manipulatively, symboli- 
cally, or algebraically, thus defeating one of the central tenets of Taisbak’s ap- 
proach (cf., e.g., the proofs on pp. 45-47, of the existence of the six classes of 
“sums-of-two-reds” and apotomes). 
Some of Taisbak’s explanations are far from being clear and lucidly convincing 
(cf. p. 63), referring to too many previous pages and diagrams and making some 
rather obscure assertions and, at least, a wrong one about the respective sizes of 
the side and diagonal of the regular pentagon. There is a glaring mistake at the 
bottom of p. 10, where “equilateral” should be replaced with “isosceles”; an- 
other inaccuracy appears on p. 29 in the enunciation of Theorem 204, no. 4, in 
which the words “in length” should be inserted after “commensurable.” Oppos- 
ing trial and error as a legitimate Greek method, Taisbak claims that “we must 
allow for a tendency among geometers to apply quadrangles to line segments 
whenever they felt like it” (p. 59, my emphasis), which strikes me as a kind of 
“trial and error.” There is a misleading misstatement on p. 62, lines 17-18, in 
which the words “the side of” should be deleted. Finally, in the Appendix dealing 
with the word dynamis, the Greek concept of number is extended unwarrantedly 
to the set of rational numbers (p. 73). 
To reiterate, then, this is a marvelous, sensitive, tasteful, polished, subdued, 
and significant little volume, written by a man who has something important to say 
and whose contribution should, in a better world, put to rest the ahistorical 
arithmetico-algebraic interpretations of Book X. It should. But then, “either it 
won’t help or it’s unneeded.” 
NOTES 
1. In this Taisbak, agreeing with Mueller [ 198 I] and others, adopts what is clearly a historical stance. 
2. Fowler 119831, in his review of Co/owed Quodrungles, takes umbrage with this position. The 
motivating force behind Fowler’s attitude is, in my opinion, entirely ahistorical. This is also the place 
to point out that, to my mind, Fowler fails to call attention to the main lesson of Taisbak’s booklet: that 
it argues forcefully and persuasively for the purely geometrical character of Book X and that it displays 
peremptorily the fatal weaknesses of the arithmetic-algebraic interpretation. 
3. Cf. [Unguru & Rowe 19811 and [Unguru & Rowe 19821. 
4. Two of the main results of this “unauthorized” interpretation are: (1) “Arithmetically, the areas 
of m&a quadrangles are included in the lengths of rherai line segments, being square roots of rationals: 
e.g., X 26 proves ‘the same thing’ as X 73. In a geometrical theory this is obvious nonsense; there is a 
strict maintenance of dimensions in the book” (p. 67); and (2) “The main series of theorems X 54-65 
and 91-102 . . . may be shortened into one about the square root of a sum or difference of square 
roots” (p. 68). 
5. On the other hand, Taisbak’s approach in his doctoral dissertation [Taisbak 19711 is densely 
mathematical. 
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Recherches sur I’oeuvre mathkmatique de Mei Wending (1633-1721). By Jean- 
Claude Martzloff. MCmoires de l’lnstitut des Hautes Etudes Chinoises, Vol. 
16. Paris (Collige de France). 1981. 472 pp. 
After reaching its apogee in the works of the great Song and Yuan mathemati- 
cians of the late 13th and early 14th centuries, Chinese traditional mathematics fell 
into decline and lay almost forgotten for more than three centuries. Mei Wending 
has long been recognized as one of the chief figures in the revival of interest in 
traditional Chinese mathematics which came about under the impact of Western 
mathematics, introduced into China during the 16th and 17th centuries. Few 
studies of his work have been made by Western writers, and this is the first major 
study in a European language to deal with his mathematical thought in some 
detail. 
Martzloff notes that Hashimoto Keizo [1970, 19731, in trying to show that Mei 
Wending was interested, not so much in developing the new mathematical ideas 
from the West as in integrating them with Chinese ideas into a single whole, limits 
his investigations to Mei Wending’s ideas on “geometry” and “arithmetic.” Be- 
fore coming to any conclusion, Martzloff suggests that we need to clarify exactly 
what is meant by the terms “geometry” and “arithmetic” in the earlier Chinese 
context, that is to say, what kind of problems, constructions, and reasoning the 
Chinese studied under these two headings; in what way the ideas of Chinese 
mathematics differed from those of European mathematics as perceived through 
the Chinese translations of Western works of the time; and how these ideas were 
organized, and what was their internal logic. 
Like all traditional Chinese mathematical texts, Mei Wending’s mathematics 
was expressed in rhetorical form. While translations of ancient texts into modern 
algebraic symbolism enable us to discover the mathematical results therein, they 
cannot always reveal to us their underlying logic, which frequently rests on math- 
ematical ideas quite different from our own. Such translations tend, therefore, to 
erase the differences between ancient and modern mathematics and conceal the 
internal logic on which ancient mathematics is built, reducing all ancient mathe- 
matics to mere anticipations of modern mathematics. Moreover, in the case of 
